Claims 1, 2 : 6, 7, 10, 13 are currently pending in the instant application. Claims 6 and 7 
have been amended. 

IDS 

The Examiner has objected to the IDS filed on February 1?, 2009; specifically the 
i -i , 1 I < ! , : - .0 r i \\v ^ipok'J 

and that Mutschter was not provided with an English translation, Applicant has reviewed the 
1 r ? i s 2009 and has found that the Examiner Is < \ 

j i disagrees 

with respect to the B: ( 
^ * t ! e \ ^ ie \ *-!■<■ - <~ ,< i i t 

n > i i i < * a a O v 5^1. >\ 

herewith, submits a revised IDS correcting the deficiencies of the IDS of February 17, 2009. 

t < o r - ' " " ! N ' u - j e o- an 

English abstract. 

35 U.S. C$112 

rhf Examine u < i sims 6 and 7 as I ? t led claim 5, 

V ndec ! and 7 to props ><depen< f >m claim 1 As th 1 i 

n o t A i p x reqees i - - >< I , 



^ > ^ <. i j< ir a i C f < t l i v s oca that 

srban dno n aft ?etbe Septic vk re v a~c the. ca ^ be 

administered along with en additional anti-epsiep!;c medicauon. She further alleges that Safer 
teaches AP1P397 is a known AMPA receptor antagonist and an ane-convofeive. The Examiner 
then alleges that it would be obvious to combine the earbamazepine of Czuczmr and Levy with 
^ pe '^f s [ < ^ a <• j ^ . , >- v n 5 

second anti-epileptic to a treatment regime, it Is advantageous to choose a drug with a different 
ne n of act 

'i t > w a ui > 

of the published application). These results demonstrate that alone. AMP397 provided no 

)n Hov/eve wh< coi bined w i combination d 

protection against seizures over either active used alone. As AhfP397 provides no protection 
when usod -s s<Ae mmc-woo the combination treatment exhibits synergistic protection s\ y ; : ■ 
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seizures. This is not taught or suggested by the prior art and is an unexpected result. While 
Decker suggests considering a dual drug treatment regiment, it fails to even mention the 
! 11 ! <■ > - i f - Of ! X) t f " v i > v 

It suggest t s r t < resul xpccted from Appli - imed 

i example from Czu< ite< l he E> ner likewis 

suggest thai one of ski!! in the art would expect to achieve a synergistic result with the claimed 
n Tno DooKne f r 51 Czuo \ es that wh Tig/kg 

u\ > 30 i i t I ) 1 - t v. 

Czuczwar does not demonstrate that a combination of 
carbamazepine and LY300184 actually increases the amount of patients protected against 
i 1 . i u < ' at our cc o ) n N \> 

m < tt a h oher does. This doe? n 

i t ^ t J l v ,Ek<> 

i res j i i o carharnaz* i t e with 
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reduction in ED50 and an increase in number of patients treated, Applicants respectfully submit 
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Moreover, tfie findings of Czuczwar are irrelevant to those of the claimed invention. The 




structures of LY300164, , from the Czuczwar reference differs 




completely from that of the claimed AMP397, , Thus, even if, 

arguendo, Czuczwar taught -hat a cornO;nafiori of eardamazepine and LY300164 did increase 
the narcDer of animals protected, one of ordinary skill in the art wouid not expect this same 
result I " n in structure. According \ i si 

t ^expected 

, >t!y s tN i eti to the fact that th if;c i 

that th- " 1 , v , ~" e, s under 

USPTO rules or case law that Applicant "claim [in the specification] that the results disclosed in 
fabi - \ ndeed, a rior art s to suggest such a r 

Lv » > t ^ v. s. v. > oence tba* woe' ( 

Appili ant respectfully submits that, based upon the evidence of record, Applicant has 



demonstrated that ciasmed combination exhibits unexpected results and thus is not obvious over 
the cited art. Applicant thus requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection. 
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